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In this article, the author examines the link between high-stakes testing policies and classroom instruction. Using data from classroom observations and interviews with teachers, he argues that these policies influence instruction but are mediated by teachers and filtered through their collegial interactions. He shows that teachers link the influence of high-stakes testing poli cies to instructional content (the knowledge and skills that they emphasize) more often than pedagogy (how they engage students around instructional content). As a result, didactic instruction dominates, especially in predominantly low-income and African American schools, in a policy environment that encourages addressing racial and class achievement gaps by increasing the use of interactive forms of instruction. The author concludes that researchers should be cautious not to overstate the impact of these policies on pedagogy and education al equity.
U
nderstanding racial disparities in edu cational outcomes is a major concern in sociological research. Standards based accountability policies are designed to challenge these inequalities by motivating teachers to expose all students to high-quali ty instruction along two critical dimensions: content and pedagogy ( Second, I show that as a result of this process, teachers link the impact of accountability poli cy to the content they cover more often than to the pedagogical strategies they use. The fact that accountability policy influences teachers' instructional content more than their peda gogy suggests that the strength of the link between the policy environment and the class room varies across different instructional dimensions. Third, I explore the implications of the second finding for issues of equity. While Chicago's accountability policy sought to trans form both content and pedagogy in these schools, it seems to have had little impact on pedagogy, which many analysts believe is essential to reducing educational inequality. 
BACKGROUND Linking the Policy Environment
School 1 Table 2 for detailed information on the observations) using a standard classroom observation protocol (for excerpts of the protocols, see the Appendix). Each lesson in these schools was approximately 50 minutes long. Building on the work of Doyle (1983), we focused on the academic tasks that typically make up any lesson (e.g., a whole group discussion analyzing a story) and paid attention to whole-group, small-group, and individual students' tasks in our observations. We also documented the amount of time spent on each task and what happened during tran sitions between tasks.
We focused on the content (the knowledge, concepts, and skills being conveyed, such as subtracting fractions) and the pedagogy of the tasks (strategies and mechanisms through which content is conveyed, including the teacher's lecture and class discussion).
In cap turing these teaching strategies, we focused on discourse patterns, grouping arrangements, and the materials used throughout the lesson.
After creating a narrative summary of classroom observations, we completed a set of closed ended items. These items emphasized the ped agogy related to the academic tasks (and the content to a lesser extent) and included sec tions on students' grouping arrangements and classroom discourse (for relevant items from the protocol, see the Appendix). We character ized entire lessons by answering questions such as this: "In this classroom during reading lessons, most questions were asked (a) only by the teacher, (b) mostly by the teacher, or (c) by teachers and students equally." These classroom observations were preced ed and followed by interviews with the teach ers. The preobservation interviews asked the teachers about the content and purpose of the lesson to be observed and if any aspects of the lesson deserved special attention from the researchers. The postobservation interviews focused on ascertaining the teachers' percep tions of instructional changes they had made and the influences on these changes. More specifically, we asked the teachers about the content they were covering during the lesson and the specific pedagogy that we had observed during the class (e.g., students engaging in group work or students explaining their mathematics calculations on the chalk board). The teachers were then asked how they had decided on their instructional strategies (e.g., "Why do you do this?"), if these peda gogic practices represented changes from their past instructional approaches ("Have you always [done this] in your teaching?" "If not, how long have you done it this way?"), and if they were influenced by anyone or anything in making these changes ("Did anyone or any thing contribute to this change?"). If the teach ers identified influences, they were asked to go into more detail about the nature of the influ Therefore, when it came to these teachers' general instructional decisions, testing and standards were influential, but the teachers perceived the direct influence to be less pow erful than their interactions with their teach ing colleagues and school administrators. However, some of the teachers' interactions with their teaching colleagues and adminis trators were efforts to respond to account ability policies. When I analyzed occasions in which the teachers were influenced by other teachers and administrators, I found that these influences were associated with testing and standards in 22.6 percent of the cases. Therefore, in a significant minority of cases, the teachers' interactions with colleagues were in response to accountability policy. This finding suggests that accountability policy exerts a direct effect on teachers' practices and, at times, an indirect effect as it is filtered through the teachers' interactions with their colleagues.
The Influence of Testing on

Instructional Content
The Illinois standards seek to affect instruc tional content (the knowledge and skills that teachers teach) and pedagogy (how teachers teach that content). To understand the impact of testing on instruction, I analyzed teachers' reports of influences on specific instructional decisions within both dimen sions. In this section, I discuss teachers' reports of the influences on instructional con tent. Figure 1 Science was consistently given less atten tion according to the teachers. For example, one representative teacher indicated that although students receive instruction in sci ence and social studies, this instruction is intermittent in the lower grades and increas es as these subjects are more prominently fea tured on tests in the upper grades. The teacher argued that "the seventh graders focus on science and social studies because that's where they test." Therefore, students at certain grade levels are more likely to get sci ence and social studies instruction, while stu dents at other grade levels receive less of it. Other teachers said that they delayed science instruction until after testing was completed. A third-grade teacher said that following test ing, "we're able to breathe, and all the things that you wanna do with the children you're able to.... I had a chance to do science.... 
I had to wait
The Influence of Testing on Pedagogy
The teachers' reports indicated that testing and standards were more powerful influences on content than on pedagogy. As Figure 2 shows, the teachers reported that they ( 
Testing Environment
One implicit goal of the high-stakes reform was to transform pedagogy so that interactive instruction would be more common. Such instruction would include students solving problems, engaging in teamwork, and com municating the reasoning behind their math ematical calculations. This interactive peda gogy suggests instruction that encourages students to think deeply about their work, discuss and ask questions about classroom material, interact with their classmates about substantive issues, and communicate the rea soning that leads to their interpretations of classroom materials. Research conducted near the policy's inception (1996) showed that while all students tended to perform bet ter on the ITBS when they were exposed to interactive instruction, students in high poverty and predominantly African American schools received more didactic instruction (Smith et al. 2001).
To examine classroom pedagogy in the context of this high-stakes testing environ ment, my colleagues and I observed class rooms using standard observation protocols and closed-ended items to characterize the discourse patterns in classrooms using the distinction between didactic and interactive instruction. Following each lesson, we exam ined who asked questions most often (teach ers or students) and the types of feedback that teachers gave in response to students' answers (e.g., responses that evaluated cor rectness only or those that explored students' comprehension of the correct answer). We also examined the extent to which the stu dents interacted with each other about the course material and the types of questions the students asked during lessons. Examining these discourse patterns allowed me to char acterize the classroom pedagogy as interac tive or didactic, to gain some understanding of how these schools compared to patterns observed at the beginning of the high-stakes policy (some four to five years earlier), and to compare exposure to these forms of instruc tion across schools with different racial com positions of students. Across the case-study schools, the teachers asked most of the questions during the lessons we observed. In 93 percent of the classrooms, "most" or "all" questions were asked by the teachers (combining columns A and B in Table 3 ). In only 5 percent of the cases were questions asked equally by teach ers and students (column C in Table 3 ).
Lessons were typically dominated by teach ers, and interactions were between teachers and individual students. This exercise continued for several minutes following a similar pattern. In a preobservation interview, this teacher said that she was trying respond to the test based accountability system in this lesson. She explained that "the board and the Iowa test's emphasis is on higher-order thinking skills . . . interpreting the story, thinking about the char acters, students putting themselves into the story." As a result of these perceived expecta tions, she was trying to "teach these skills in dif ferent ways." While she sought students' inter pretations, thinking, and connection with the story, she continued to dominate the conversa tion when the activity shifted from vocabulary to "literature activities," as the following field notes demonstrate:
Diamond
In the next activity, [the teacher] went over the handout on "Literature Activities" with the students....
[She] did much of the talking, defining the terms, giving her own examples to illustrate the concepts, and occasionally asking students to give their own examples to illustrate the concepts as well. An excerpt from the lesson helps illustrate this pattern. Therefore, even as the teacher tried to illicit the students' interpretations and experiences in response to the accountability policy, she tended to dominate the discussion.
In addition to the types of questions the teachers asked, we also characterized how the teachers responded to the students' answers (see Table 4 ). For instance, did the teachers evaluate only the correctness of the students' answers, or did they attempt to "dig deeper" by exploring the students' comprehension of the correct answer? The data suggest that teachers respond to students' answers by eval uating their correctness or explaining or elab orating on the correct answer in 69 percent of classrooms (combining columns 3 and 4 in Table 4 ). This pattern is exemplified by the case cited earlier in which the students' answers were evaluated only for correctness by the teacher. In their responses to the stu dents, most teachers did not push the stu dents toward a conceptual understanding of the class material or ask additional questions to prompt the students to reflect further on the issues under discussion. The communication in these schools was primarily one-way interaction between the teachers and the students. Across these schools, the students rarely interacted with each other about the class material (see Table  5 ). In 78 percent of our classroom observa tions, "no students interacted" or "only a few students interacted occasionally." Thus, the interaction around the course material was almost exclusively between the teachers and individual students, rather than among the students themselves. The students did not have the opportunity to engage in teamwork and joint problem solving and rarely had the opportunity to interact with their classmates around substantive issues. For example, in a representative second-grade classroom, the students read from their journals. During the reading, the teacher reminded them of "their responsibility" to "listen quietly."
In some classrooms, the students were encouraged to interact with each other. One fifth-grade teacher explained that she asked students to agree or disagree with their class mates and to provide explanations for their answers to get students "out of these one word answers. Give me proof ... why is this the right answer?" However, this type of instruction was more the exception than the rule in these schools.
While the students were often engaged actively in academic work, they rarely asked substantive questions. Instead, when they asked questions, the questions were most often "procedural" in nature (e.g., asking for clarifi cation of the teacher's instructions), rather than questions in which they sought to clarify and comprehend the "correct" answer or to "gain conceptual understanding" of the instructional material (see Table 6 ). One example was when the students in a second-grade classroom were given their vocabulary list for the next lesson: With regard to the kind of feedback that the teachers provided to the students, the teachers in majority African American schools provided the least substantive feedback, while those in mixed-race and majority Latino/Latina schools provided more (see Table 7 ). More specifically, students in majority Latino/Latina and racially mixed schools were more than twice as likely to have teachers elaborate on correct answers, explore students' knowledge and comprehen sion of class material (combining columns 5 and 6 in Table 7 With regard to students asking questions, those in majority African American schools were the least likely to ask questions, those in majority Latino/Latina schools were the most likely, and those in mixed-race schools were in between. With regard to social class, students in schools with larger percentages of low income students were more likely to ask ques tions than were those in schools with fewer low-income students (see Table 8 ). My research suggests that accountability in the system must be coupled with system atic supports for teachers to improve their practice (Darling-Hammond 2004) . Simply raising stakes and assuming that teachers' motivation will lead to needed changes underplays the complexity of transforming instruction. More work is needed to help researchers and educators understand the conditions under which accountability poli cies affect instruction, which dimension of instruction they influence, and how teachers can be provided with resources to build their capacity to make changes. We also need to gain a better understanding of why instruc tion varies by the race and social-class com position of schools in ways that reinforce inequality.
In this article, I have argued that the teach ers in the Chicago schools I studied reported that high-stakes testing policies have had a limited impact on their pedagogy.
In con trast, the teachers reported that they changed the content they covered in response to these policies more frequently. 
